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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Objections 

Claim 1 is objected to because of the following informalities: the claim recites the 
limitation "subject mage" in line 9, which will be interpreted as "subject image". Appropriate 
correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 
The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can be found 
in a prior Office action. 

Claims 1, 3-6, 8-10, 13, and 15-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Roy et al (US Patent 5,966,135), hereinafter Roy. 

1 . Regarding claim 1 , Roy teaches displaying a subject image (taught as the display of a 
map within a browser, at col. 11, lines 31-45), displaying an enlargement of the subject image in 
response to a user selecting a point on the subject image and displaying on that enlargement 
that point selected by the user (taught as the ability of the user to zoom in around a selected 
point on the map, at col. 13, lines 25-29), and returning a point previously selected by the user 
as displayed on an enlargement of the subject image as a first co-ordinate parameter (taught as 
the selection of "map objects" through user clicks, at col. 13, lines 41-46, which may be defined 
in co-ordinate values or longitude/latitude values, at col. 19, lines 16-17. Furthermore, Roy 
teaches the display of information relating to selected map objects through reports, at col, 12, 
lines 57-62, which includes returning point data, as seen in Appendix C of col. 19. Roy further 
discusses defining objects by co-ordinate values, at col. 5, lines 21-34). As to the newly added 
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limitation, "allowing the user to determine whether the selected point is of a required accuracy", 
the examiner contends that the language of the limitation is directed towards user discretion and 
activity, not towards the program itself. Therefore, as Roy teaches displaying the co-ordinate 
values to the user, Roy has thus given the user all the information necessary to "determine 
whether the selected point is of a required accuracy". 

2. Regarding claim 3, Roy teaches displaying a further enlargement of a previous 
enlargement of the subject image in response to a user selecting a point on that previous 
enlargement, taught as the ability to zoom through differing zoom levels, at col. 13, lines 25-29 
and 41-44. 

3. Regarding claim 4, Roy teaches displaying an enlargement of the subject image in 
response to a user selecting a point on that subject image displayed centered about that point 
selected by the user, taught as the ability to zoom in around a selected point, at col. 13, lined 
25-29. 

4. Regarding claim 5, Roy teaches displaying a reduction of a previous enlargement of the 
subject image in the same scale as the subject image prior to enlargement, taught as the return 
to a previous zoom level, at col. 13, lines 41-44. 

5. Regarding claim 6, Roy teaches returning a further point selected by the user as a 
second co-ordinate parameter, taught as the choosing of multiple map objects, at col. 12, lines 
54-56. 
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6. Regarding claims 8-10, Roy teaches a computer program comprising instmctions, 
computer-readable storage medium having data representing instaictions, and an apparatus 
having a display, a processor, and a user input device, all for displaying a subject, displaying an 
enlargement of the subject image in response to a user selecting a point on the subject image 
and displaying on that enlargement that point selected by the user, and retuming a point 
previously selected by the user as displayed on an enlargement of the subject image as a first 
co-ordinate parameter, at col. 3, lines 62-67 through col. 4, lines 1-56. 

7. Regarding claim 13, Roy teaches displaying a subject image (taught as the display of a 
map within a browser, at col. 1 1 , lines 31-45), displaying an enlargement of the subject image in 
response to a user selecting a point on the subject image and displaying on that enlargement 
that point selected by the user (taught as the ability of the user to zoom in around a selected 
point on the map, at col. 13, lines 25-29), and identifying the point selected by the user as 
displayed on an enlargement of the subject image as a first co-ordinate parameter (taught as 
the selection of "map objects" through user clicks, at col. 13, lines 41-46, which may be defined 
in co-ordinate values or longitude/latitude values, at col. 19, lines 16-17. Furthermore, Roy 
teaches the display of information relating to selected map objects through reports, at col. 12, 
lines 57-62, which includes returning point data, as seen in Appendix C of col. 19. Roy further 
discusses defining objects by co-ordinate values, at col. 5, lines 21-34. Also, if the point 
selected is displayed on the enlarged image, it inherently is identified as displayed: either by the 
user who notices the display of the selected point, or by the program that centers the image 
zoom around the selected point). As to the newly added limitation, "allowing the user to 
determine whether the selected point is of a required accuracy", the examiner contends that the 
language of the limitation is directed towards user discretion and activity, not towards the 
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program itself. Therefore, as Roy teaches displaying the co-ordinate values to the user, Roy 
has thus given the user all the information necessary to "determine whether the selected point is 
of a required accuracy". 

8. Regarding claim 15, Roy teaches displaying a further enlargement of a previous 
enlargement of the subject image In response to a user selecting a point on that previous 
enlargement, taught as the ability to zoom through differing zoom levels, at col. 13, lines 25-29 
and 41-44. 

9. Regarding claim 16, Roy teaches displaying an enlargement of the subject image in 
response to a user selecting a point on that subject image displayed centered about that point 
selected by the user, taught as the ability to zoom in around a selected point, at col. 13, lined 
25-29. 

10. Regarding claim 17, Roy teaches returning a further point selected by the user as a 
second co-ordinate parameter, taught as the choosing of multiple map objects, at col. 12, lines 
54-56. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can be found 
in a prior Office action. 

Claims 2 and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Roy 
and Smith (UK Application GB 2,344,037, as cited in the previous Office Action). 
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1 1 . Regarding claims 2 and 14, Roy teaches returning a point previously selected by the 
user (identifying the point) as displayed on an enlargement of the subject image as a first co- 
ordinate parameter (taught as the selection of "map objects" through user clicks, at col. 13, lines 
41-46, which may be defined in co-ordinate values or longitude/latitude values, at col. 19, lines 
16-17), and displaying a reduction of a previous enlargement of the subject image (taught as the 
return to a previous zoom level, at col. 13, lines 41-44). 

However, Roy fails to explicitly teach returning a point previously selected by the user 
(identifying the point) as displayed on an enlargement of the subject image as a first co-ordinate 
and displaying a reduction of a previous enlargement of the subject image in response to a 
single user input. 

Smith teaches a graphical application that displays subject images and enlarges the 
subject image in response to user action, similar to the method of Roy. Furthermore, Smith 
teaches returning a point previously selected by the user (identifying the point) as displayed on 
an enlargement of the subject image as a first co-ordinate and displaying a reduction of a 
previous enlargement of the subject image in response to a single user input, taught as the 
return to an original scale in response to the selection of a first point in a line, at page 5, lines 
31-37. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, having the 
teachings of Roy and Smith before him at the time the invention was made to modify the 
returning of a point previously selected by the user (identifying the point) as displayed on an 
enlargement of the subject image as a first co-ordinate and displaying a reduction of a previous 
enlargement of the subject image with the single input trigger of Smith, in order to obtain a 
graphical application that retums point co-ordinates and the display to the original scale in 
response to a single user input. 
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One would be motivated to make such a combination for the advantage of more precise 
selection of a point provided by an enlarged view. See Smith, page 5, lines 39-43. 

Claims 7, 11, 12, and 18-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Roy and Boyce et ai (US Patent 6,459,986), hereinafter Boyce. 

12. Regarding claims 7 and 18, Roy teaches retuming a first co-ordinate parameter and a 
further point selected by the user as a second co-ordinate parameter, taught as the choosing of 
multiple map objects, at col. 12, lines 54-56. 

However, while Roy discloses viewing the distance between any two points on a map 
picture (col. 12, lines 10-13), Roy fails to explicitly teach performing a calculation to determine 
the distance between the first and second co-ordinate parameters. 

Boyce teaches a routing system for use with maps, as those disclosed in Roy. 
Furthermore, Boyce teaches a method for performing a calculation to determine the distance 
between the first and second co-ordinate parameters, at col. 4, lines 18-22. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, having the 
teachings of Roy and Boyce before him at the time the invention was made to modify the 
scalable map display with point-selection means of Roy with the first and second co-ordinate 
distance calculating of Boyce in order to obtain a scalable map display wherein the distance 
between selectable points may be calculated. 

One would be motivated to make such a combination for the obvious advantage of 
displaying pertinent information to a user, or assisting the routing system of Boyce in finding the 
most suitable route between selected points. See Boyce. col. 4, lines 18-22. 
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13. Regarding claims 1 1, 12, 19, and 20. Boyce teaches determining distances between first 
and second co-ordinate parameters that are not straight line distances but instead are actual 
distances that can be traversed to connect the first and second co-ordinate parameters, the 
actual distance including at least one permissible travel route between the points, taught as the 
generation of a route over travelable roads between a user-selected starting point and 
destination point, at col. 3, lines 14-20, 28-31, and col. 4, lines 14-22. 



Response to Arguments 

In response to applicant's argument that Roy fails to teach, "allowing the user to 
determine whether the selected point is of a required accuracy", the examiner respectfully 
disagrees. As noted above, the claim language only necessitates that the returning of the point 
as a co-ordinate parameter "allow the user" to determine whether the point is of a required 
accuracy. Such language only requires that the program of Roy return the values to the user for 
determination of accuracy. As Roy has been shown to do such, the examiner believes that Roy 
teaches the limitations of amended claims 1 and 13. 

Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). Applicant 
is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
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will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

Any inquiry conceming this communication or earlier communications from the examiner 
should be directed to Michael Roswell whose telephone number is (571) 272-4055. The 
examiner can normally be reached on 8:30 - 6:00 M-F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John Cabeca can be reached on (571) 272-4048. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private 
PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you 
would like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the 
automated information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



Michael Roswell 
5/25/2006 




Patent Examiner 



